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"Economy is a distributive virtue, and co,,sists not1 in saving butd in __

selection. Parsimony requires no providence, no sagacity, no powers |]
of combination, no comparison., no jdgment." f

THE MYTH OF OVERKILL
0 A Critique of "A Strategy for American Security"

By Amrom H. Katz

il This mnagazine rarely devotes its lirnitedl space to detailed reffit'ation of theories anld proposals Of a
sie individual. In th case , f Prof. SeymoIr Mel an, of Columbia Uiversity, we are making an eX
ception This is hot solely because we believe his theories to 'be speeiousi but because We believe them to
be dangerously so in that -they are capturing the fancy of certain members of C ngress and also that of
other poicy makers and -mrolders,

The author of the foliowing study possesses unimpeachable credentials, M;r. Katz is a physicist and
aan, outstanding expert on aerial and space reconnaissance, first with, the Air Force and how with the
RAN;D Corporat ion.

More importantly, 'he has a long record of activity and interest in.the problems of peace as Well as war.
He is a long time member of United World Federalists andihas served on its National Executive Council.
He was ant original member of the Cnmmittee on Security Through Arms Control of the National Planning

tIU__Association. He is on.the Board of Sponsors of the magazine War/Peae Report, the Board of the magw

azine Dbsarnament and Arms Control, and the Advisory Board of the Journal of Arms control. He 'has
actively participated in most of the major arumsecontrol' and disarrmament conferences in this country and

- abroad, including the Pugwash Conferences in Moscow and Lon don, the Arden House Strategy for
:Peace Conferences, severa I€eetings of the American Assembly, the Stowe (Vt.) Conference of Scientists
on World Affairs, and the Aecra Assembly in Ohana. He was a professor in Residence of Political Science

< and Senior Fellow in the National Security Studies Prograr at UCLA in 1963 and is a consultant to the -
S US Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. We atre proud to count him among our authors.-TlHa EDITORS

The views expressed in this paper are those of the author. They should not be interpreted
as reflecting the views of the RAND Corporation or the official opinion or policy of any of its -&,
governmental or private research sponsors.

I. THE ROAD TO MELTOWN -WHAT DOES MELMAN SAY?
HE prophet of overkill has risen in te East, and a booklet entitled "A Strategy for American Security."'

his p reaching is sweet to the ears: "We [the USI The following quotation from the Wall Street Journal,

T have stockpiled bombs enough to kill the Soviets January 24, 1963, appears on the inside cover of the
hundreds of times over; but killing them more than booklet:
once is costly, stupid, and wasteful; we can kill them

only once, so we should stop wsting money. We It's impossible to buy a perfect defense; nothing

should cut the defense budget by at Ie st $22 billion. can always deter someby-els's irrational act, nor_d - is there any technical formula guaranteed to tell how
Here is a list of the things to do with the $22 billion msho e pento for ha oare th best......... _ .... .... much should be spent, or for what, to assure the best

you save." of always imperfect protection. But many people
And who wouldn't like such news? Especially when here think the whole process could be improved by

delivered with conviction and without equivocation more informed consideration of the stategies, instead
by the leader of a oup of professors. When lrge of just the hardware, that dictate all the spending.
sums are spent there is often - strong suspicion that

much is wasted. And when complex problems of strat- It would seem that we're off to a fast start. An in-
ey, potices, and procement swirl -around our head formed discussion of stategies is alwa in order. But

like nebulae-who would not like to have all this re- this premise is supported only by the title of the booke
duced to plain talk and simple arithmetic? let; one vainly turs the pages looking for any further

Answers are what we want-the simpler and neater discussion of strategy. There is none.

the better. That's what Seymour Melman gives us. Let us then briefly examine Melman's statements
Professor Melnman and six associates have prepared (Continued on tollowing page)
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and proposals. The booklet consists of eleven chapters. by Melman's own statistics, We have no overkill at all!
Chapter 1: "How Much Military Power Is Enough?" And; even this result assumes adequate retargeting,
and Chapter i: "The Military Budget, Is There a good communications, reallocation-of weapons, etc.
Choice?" are by Meiman. The rest of the booklet cona What's wrong then? He assumes that deterrence has
tains chapters by Melm4an and his colleagues which failed, Hle then assumes a countercity target system.,
deal largely with how defense money could be better and he arbitrarily assumes very low attrition figures
spent. (that is, he assumes that a high _percentage of the

This paper will concern itself prinmarily with the weapon cartiers we start with will' survive, prove re-
first two chapters, which are the heart of the booklet. liable, and, get to their 'targets )'. However, the purposes
They have attracted considerable attention by their of our forces are to deter, not to tempt, and, if war
statement of Melman's 'thesis Let's see if we can, dis- comes, to terminate it quickly with milnimnm ,loss of
cover what the thesis is. Melman quotes Secretary life. Melman, apparently assumes that even if the
McNamara s judgment -that "we calculate that our Soviets strike first, this first strike is instantaneous, and
forces today could still destroy the Soviet Union wi'th would use 'the entire Soviet a,pability. He also assumes
out any help from the deployed, tactical air units, or tiat all of the 1nited! States's response must come later
carrier task forces or Thor or Jipiter intermediate- in 'time than all of the Soviet's first move; Melman

range ballistic missiles." Melman 'then asserts. "Never needs this assumption, for otherwise counterforce
before could one think of miiitary power sufficient to operations ('that is, the US forces responditng with an
,kill a population more than once," and' describes how attack on as yet unused Soviet forces) 'make sense.
the assurmed American, and Soviet available 'megaton- It is Meliman's clear purpose to have this concept
,nage couid be used against cities of more hhan 100,000 make no sense, and to make our present posture ap-
population. pear exclusively dependent on this concept.

,Back to 'the meager details of his analysis shortly Melman asserts. "Until recently the 'counterforce'
But first, his conclision. On what he labels a "con- concept of national security has appeared to have the
servative" assumption, in which he allowed a fifty full endorsement of the Secretary of Def ense. He
percent attrition of carriers, he asserts 'that for the 140 says: "The Pouinterforce perspective has been ren-
major cities of 'the Soviet Union the US "overkill ca- dered implausible by the development on the Soviet
paci ty ' is seventy-eight times. In his terms this means side of the same sort of hard missile locations and
that we have seventy-eight times as much as is -neces- submarine carriers for missile launching as developed
sary to kill the 140 largest cities in the Soviet Union. by the United States Under these circu.mstances i the
Melman also "calculates" 'that for the 370 major cities counterforce perspective reflected in the administra-
of the SinoSoviet bloc, the US 'has an "overkill capacity" tive budget has no military reality ..
of forty-one times, allowing for thirty percent attri- He seems to believe that a hard missile site is ab-
tion of delivery systems. solutely invulnerable. But in truth, "hardness" cer-

Although strategic considerations are desperately tainly does not confer or connote absolute invulner-
needed here, they are completely missing. What are ability. A "hard" missile site is simply more difficult
his attrition assumptions based upon? Who attacks to attack than if it were "soft." This problem is part of
first? The United States? The Soviet Union? Does he the reason for the "extra" forces that Melman talks
assume the US is starting a preventive war or a pre- about. But the main needs for what Melman calls
emptive war, or does he assume that the Soviet Union "extra" forces stem from uncertainty and the need for
has struck the US first, and that we are responding insurance. We want to be far away from that threshold
with an all-out countercity campaign? Is there any which might terpt the Soviets. And this has little to
mention of alternative target systems--of a paril do with a counterforce strategy,
response? Any thought of damping out a war? Nay a It is truly amazing that certainty comes easily, if
wordl We have no campaign analysis at hand-only without grace, to those most removed from the re-
conclusions. alities and complexities of military hardware and re-

But let's see what happens to his figures if we sponsibilities. It would be difficult to explain to the
change certain of Melman's "conservative" assump- American public that our only position in the event of
tions. Suppose the United States suffered a surprise war is to murder the Soviet population, smash their
attack, It-is improbable that the Soviets would attack cities, and not even attempt to touch those forces
our cities first, leaving alone our bombers and our mis- which if left alone would' suceed in killing Americans.

siles. The cities aren't going anywhere; they would Strangely enough, it is the military and 7hardheaded"
be available for later attack- for use as hostages, for civilian analysts who are against a strategy whose

threat and bargaining purposes. Suppose ninety per- sole content is mutual and complete annihilation of
cent of our military forces were struck, and that the cities. It is Melman's so-called strategy that can be
reliability of the remainder is thirty percent, and properly termed senseless, inhumane, and mechanical.

of that thirty percent, local defenses in the Soviet It is infinitely better not to have nuclear war, and it
Union can knock down seventy percent-we are now is the fundamental purpose of our forces to dis-
down to a force over the Soviet Union of but one per courage any opponent from adventurism and from mis-
cent of everything we had. In terms of our Melman calculation of the kind Metman makes. We hope that
unit (the "overkill" statistic) we ar down to but two we have deterred and will continue to deter the
times and, if the entire Siao-Soviet bloc is consid"red, Soviets from deliberately planning a suqise attack

AM PWK #eae Fbvm1W
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o, the United States. Are we wasting Imoney if we any form of" military cuts. This huge budget and its &IQ
achieve this? locations are subject to continuous 'reexarmination. But

Metnan's answer -is that We have tihe wrong strat- we are certainly not going to base force reduction or
egy, and we can do it cheaper. But can we? The only major budget changes on the kind of arithiimetic and
strategy he considers is the countercity strategy, and argument in, Mel'man's booklet.
this, 'he asserts, we can do cheaper. But as noted above, Suppose we were to accept Meliman's strategy, d e-
this assumption depends upon some nonexplicit as- scri'bed in Chapter II of his booklet, He does not and
su~mltions about who 'starts the war, about the potena cannot describe which forces he is cutting, because

tial dam age that can. be dealt our forces in the event the elements of _.his budget are R&I), operation and
of war, about the reiability of the remainin.g forces, maintenance, millitary personnel', etci instead of being
about 'the a rition on, the way to and in, the ta'rget expressed in. terms of forces, aircraft, missiles, conven-
area. His calculations are extraordinarily sensitive to tional 'forces, and armament or the like. It would have
these assumptions, but neither the fact of the sensi- been, iateresting to see which forces are cut and how
tivity nor any of the assumptions are mentioned. mttch.

Let us look at an excerpt from Melman's Chapter What does lie say about conventional forces? And
Ii which ilustrates the problem of sensitivity to as- of the requirement of responding when we have to, a't
sumptions. On, page two of his booklet he calculates: some level short of an all-out automatic commitment

to destroy all the major cities of the Soviet Union?
The destfiuictive capability of Soviet forces is esti' There is not one solitary word on any of these ques-

mated by the same reasoning applied to US forces tions. What does he say about the cost of controlling
with some tmodifications. On the same basis of our forces of protecting them so they do not have to
our first set of calculations, the Soviet Union has the respond in a hurry, so they Pan, in fact, survive and
following capabilities: pause while an ataek -r an accidentals being evaht

For, the 2,000 cities in the world of 100;000 or p
more opulation -no "overkill capacity" if a thirty per- ated? There is nothing on thIs either.

cent attrition is applied to delivery systems. This is Meoman does sweeten the pie. He presents an ad-
so because of about 2,500 delivery vehicles, thirty ministration defense budget of $56 billion. in his first
percent losses woutld leave less than one vehicle per approximation to cutting this budget, he cuts out $22
target. However, if one figuresi arbitrarily, an attri- billion, calling what is left a "maintenance of present
tion rate of twenty percent, then USS delivery forces" budget This $22 billion is taken from procure-
would be 3.2 megatons per 1o00,00 persons in major ment, from research and development, from military
cities or an overkill of 160 times. construction, from military assistance, and from the

atomic-energy program. What, then, replaces the B-47s
This is remarkable: By changing his assumption which are phasing out-the B,52s which are aging?

from thirty percent to twenty percent attrition, Mel- Where then do we get the forces with which to fight
man goes from a no-overkill capacity to an "overkill" counterinsurgency or conventional warfare when
of 160 times! And he demonstrates no preference for needed? Not a word about these things.
either assumption, nor a basis for his assumptions, call- Nevertheless, Melman's proposed slash of $22 bil-
ing them arbitrary! This arithmetical flimflam doesn't lion looks minor indeed compared to an alternative
even catch Melman's eye. We saw earlier how, by in- he calls the "Finite Deterrent" Budget. This budget

troducing other assumptions on attrition (perhaps not weighs in at $9 billion-a slash of $47 billion. Using
as arbitrary as Melman's) the US force can be reduced a subtle form of budget by association Melman bases
to less than one percent of our total forcel Even these his $9 billion budget on conclusions drawn from some

calculations illustrate the sensitivity of the analysis to remarks made by Dr. Jerome Wiesner in 1960. Quot-
preliminary assumptions. ing from the Wiesner paper, Melman says: "Studies

From these examples, and from further perusal of made independently by- the US Army and Navy have
the booklet, one can understand how frustrating it is indicated that even in the absence of agreements limit-
for military and civilian analysts to "answer" Melman's ing force size and permittng inspection, 200 relative-
formulation. It is frustrating for these simple reasons: ly secure missiles would provide an adequate deter-

" There is no analysis. rent,"
The presentation is not of a "strategy" but of a Oh, to have been President! And to be confronted

reaction to some unstated level of Soviet attack. (On by Cuba or Berlin with only this particular hand show-
whom? The US? NATO?) ingl What range of responses, what options, what

* This asumed 'strategy" is not compared with any choices does Melman leave us? He offers no response,
other strategy. no option short of the destruction of 140 Soviet cities.

* The particular single-response strategy (asumed There is, of course, considerable dbubt that Melman is
by Melman) is not US strategy as dewribed by mill- in favor of such a murderous option, and there is some
tary or civilian officials, doubt that the US could or would carry out this idea.

Figures on military force levels and deployments It is doubtful that this solitary threat--the US mas-
are not banded down from Mt. Sinai. They are arrived sive r be caled out for any S et pray-

at by answering the threat and considering what the ocatlonor military action short of large-scale attack on
other fellow is doing, and by allocating torees and the United States. And the Soviets may suspect this,
funds among several missions: conventiona war (non. as wel
nuclear), nuclear war, counteinstu , ty e is no obeo to l i pentegy;
aid, etc. No, the defense budget is not spmmct. Of he is only one requirement whic -this strategy has
course it can be modified, and J am not arguing nWainst (Conwwd on "vwhig me)
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THE MYTH OF OVERKILi - ......- CONTINUED

failed to meet~that it be workable. The problem the central war is the GJRF-the Guaranteed Invinera'
United States faces is not solely to save money; we bie Retaliatory Force. What is m eant by this is simple
should spend what we must, and ,do it sensibly We in concept, although d'fi:cult and expensive to achieve
could save a lot of money by 'being isolationists, and: and maintain.
we could' cure the gold-flow problem at one and the To deter therm, onuclear war we try to procure and
same ,time. Btt[his ,is not our ain objective. We have arrange -forces whose magnitude and disposition, dis'
assigned American, isolationism, to the history books. courage a Soviet first strike. We hope that the Soviets

Comparing the current Adrministration defense pos- will conclude that they are unable to destroy enough,
ture, attitudles, and strategy with Melman's, we might of ,tis force on; a first strike to, prevent destruction of
as well ask: Which strategy is more likely to get us into the Soviet Union, by the remainder. Thus, making this
a war, and if a war were to start, which is guaranteed calculation, the Soviet Union will presumably be de-
to kill more people? Lo and behold, it is Melman'sl terred from launching an attack.

Let's look briefly at the word's used in, describing
the GIRF. Clearly, the United States !has much to do
with buying and building and ,maintaining such a

H I force. But the Soviet, Union has much to do with, and
is in partial charge of at least two of these words,iR "guaranteed" and "invulnerable.' This is not always

Gl~ mm- recognized by those who discuss these matters.THEl GU1ARANTE EDWhat we think is "invulnerable" may not be "In-E GE vulnerability" depends not only on what we do, but!i Iz -1 -IPI1 hI
on what the Soviet Union does. There is no absoluteINVL r iinvulnerability. A "hardened" missile base may be so

I Nv Ui LN E RABwell protected that it would take several, missiles to
knock it out. its alleged invulnerability may test onRETAIATORY F R i this calculation and an assumption that 'this price is

too high for an opponent to pay. But it may not be;-W HO S IN CHEit is a choice. The opponent may have a different way
of calculating. Invulnerability is not an absolute, to
be certified and forgotten. Our opponent may find a

E LIVE in a world of uncertainty. Not at peace, way to make cheaper warheads, or more of them-or,
we are not at war. Our principal military threat indeed, may package many warheads on one of his
comes from the Soviet empire. The Soviet large missiles. Whether retaliation is guaranteed de-

Union practices secrecy and maintains a closed so- pends first on its passing the test of invulnerability.
ciety with great skill and determination. Thus we find, Assuming it passes that test, it then must be capable
from time to time, that in building our defenses, we of getting through Soviet defenses. Remember that
have had to pay heavy and excessive insurance pre- Melman's calculations include the B-47 force, now
miums against evaluated risks, some of which may phasing out, and the B-52s whose life is probably !im
later turn out to be smaller than we thought or even ited to this decade. These systems, as well as a large
imaginary. In doing this, we must bend all our efforts number of ICBMs, are vulnerable, yet in Melman's
to protect ourselves against real risks and dangers. tabulation, they are assigned, together with B-58s,
But the consequences of error are not symmetric: In Navy A-3Ds and A-4Ds-21,150 megatons out of a total
the one case we may waste money; in the other we of the 21,970 megatons Melman claims for our 19&3
may spill large amounts of blood. We have more strategic fores! Thus, Melman assigns the aircraft
money than blood; the choice between errors is ob- systems more than ninetysix percent of our strategic
vious. firepower, and he neglects vulnerability!

What do we mean by security? I suggest that what In addition, these aircraft have to get through a
we mean by security is freedom from both the fear Soviet defene system-a fact unmentioned by Mel-
and danger of violent war. These are quite different man, but one which has engaged both our planners

-the fear and the danger-and not at all redundant, and the Soviets' as well. Clearly, the fundamental
We might well be confronted with the danger of theorem of air defense.-4that the defense can exact a
violent war and for whatever reason-stupidity, blind- bigger price, in proportion, from small numbers of
ness, bravado, or a large national dose of-tranqui izer intruding aircraft than it can from larger numbers-
-we might have no tear. Similarly, we might have though important, is too subtle to be reflected in Me-
fear and not be in any rooldanger. And, ofurse we man's static assertions.
might well have real fear in the presence of real We have customarily said, and believed, that the
danger. antl-ICBM problem is insoluble. The Soviets claim to

Somehow we imply by s ty n ony the absnc have slved it. We Can't assume that we have a guar-

of war, but the Preence of some kind of freedom, an anteed force without assuming that an effective anti-
not only anarchic Freedom but freedom and oppo- ICBM system is impossible.
tU nty to p e the p cefu actii s of soc Iety. S _ity i not static, it is not automatic, it is not

Pad of-our syem of military detrnce against guranted, and, above all, it cannot be left untended.
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neutrals, and nonaligned states. Foreign aid is con-
d'ucted to support our foreig n policy, and is, in part,
a response to competition, to threat, and to tension,.
This does not mean that were the Soviet Ulnion to dis-
appear, all foreign, aid would cease. (It should be re-
membered that the Soviet Union. and the other Comm
munist bloc countries were Invited to participate in!
the Marshall Plan.) But it 'is not a priori obvious 'that

AA~kIwith such co, m petition 'removed, -f oreign a'id would,SAVING EY necessarily go on, as it, 'has, nor is it likely t;hat resources
which the American, taxpayer has been, willing to, pay

for ,defense are resources which, he would just as wlil-
ingly supply in the form, of greatily expanded foreignAND WHAT T 0aid. The more sophisticated representatives at Accra
knew -this full well, It is questionable whether massive
and sudden increases in, foreign aid to un derdevel-DO WiTH iT o.oped areas can r, aceom pish any good wit hou t the ,prem

requisites of a middle class, of an educated population,
and some industrialization.

Belief in the importance of adequate defense and
military security measares does not confliet with, si-

SHE cornerstone of Melman's structure is the idea multarwe0us belief in a strengthened Peace Corps, in
,that he can slash our defense budget without de- aid ;to education, in expanded medical services and

- creasing our security. research, in civil rights, in massive action on the unz
Unfortunately for logic, clarity, andp rogress, ma, ny employ~ment problen, and on poverty, in foreign aid,

discussions of ars control and disarmament often get and in telated measures. The goals of these latter acm
'hung up on a discussion of conflieting goalsmthe sav- tivities and the programs are not competitive with
ing of money and the enhancement of security; defense, nor have they ever been, despite the vigorous

imu ltaneous achievement of these two goals would attempts of some groups to make us think so. This is
certainly be nice. But in the event that they conflict especially true when 'there are unused and available
'(and I suggest that they may)-there should be little resources in 'the US. Complementary, yes; competitive,
question of priority, no!

Both Professor Melman and I attended the 1002 Ours is a big country, and we will continue to have
Accra ("World Without the Bomb") Assembly in the resources to do many things. if we have failed to
Glana. Most of the representatives at this conference support medical research adequately, to aid edution,

were from the smaller states-the neutrals, the none to work on many legitimate problems before Sputnik,
aligned, or the not-yet4ully aligned. Many of them failure to do so now, whiie 'regrettable, sad (and
seemed to have this attitude toward disarmament: hopefully reversible), can, hardly be charged to the
"The United States is now spending about $ billion size of either the space or the defense budget.
a year on arms. If we could achieve disarmament, It was appropriate, not long ago, to suggest that we
there would be no need to spend this, and the United cannot take a-defensive position and say what we
States could give it to us." want is everyone else to leave us alone. Nor are state-

Admittedly, this is an oversimplification of the ments of national purpose much besides compass di-
problem, but certainly not of the sentiments which rections. We need purposeful thrust, equal: in its

yielded this expression. These same groups, by and domain to the thrust of our giant rockets, with con-
large, tace all of the problems of the world back to sistent long-term national and: international goals. It

the bomb. The answer to these two points was straighte has been true for some time that "although- waging
forward: war is deadly, it is intensely simple and direct, con-

"The bomb appeared in the world in 1945, didn't sisting principally of manY people getting positive
it? Well, now let's see what's happened. Since 1945, orders. Unfortunately, there isn't any corresponding
about fifty new nations have been created; about a set of positive orders, any prescription, that can be
billion people have secured their freedom. Now, about written for peace.
a billion were already free, and about a billion people 'We need some kind of gigantic moral equivalent
are in the SinomSoviet bloc, and this adds up to the of war, some activity on which we can focus and spend
three billion people in the world. Further, more money our energies and resources-the conquest of space,

has been spent on foreign aid by the United States disease, hunger, the problem of world education, the
since 1945 than in all human history by all the nations of development of resotres, the problems of population.
the world up to that point. From the standpoint of the Clearly we don't have to invent problems.'u

smaller groups represented here, how good could it But we cannot embark in conscience on long-range
possibly get?" projects whose success requires an environment of

It is naive to believe that, in the event of total dis- pece and security, without simultaneously workng

armament, the $50 billion per year now spent by the equally hard on maintaining security and attempting
United States for defense would be given out in the to secure peace.
form of foreign aid to underdeveloped countries, the (Continued on following pge)
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with, the end of World War 11, from $82.9 billion
;to $30.8 billion. This was a drop of over $150 billion.

IV at a time When the total gross national product wasIv only a little over $200 billion. The decline in gov
enment spending then was, in short, about twentyz
five percent of the gross national product~and ourTHE ECONOMIC economy rose to take up the slack.

THE E C A~n equivalent decline today wouldi 'be over $30
billion-which 'is Minost three times the size of our
defense budget and haif again as large as out total
federal, budget. The Amnerican economy would thusAR GU M ENT -in no circumstances have to meet a decline in public
spending comparable to that which it survived in

SWAnd -if all' present defense spending should cease
IV Ttomorrow the American, economy, which survived aCAN WE SURVIVE A C decline in public spending amounting to one-quater

of the gross national product .in 1946, could cerz
tainly survive a drop in public spending amountingIN DS SG to one-eleventh of our gross national product today.

I N SThe argument that our economiay requires the cold
war is, in short, a phony.

A COMMON argument encountered in discussions, The conditions following World War II were differ-
debates, and literature on disarrmament is that ent from those which might follow some future signi&fi
the opposition to disarmament in the United cant amount of disarmament. -But the statistics cited

States is firmly based on the need for the arms indus- above bear pondering, and offer reassurance to those
try as a central part of outn economy. This argument is who fear economic effects of disarmament.*
part of the working intellectual capital of that fairly It is, and has been, US policy to work for the es-

large and extremely vocal group who, after either disw tablishment of some form of disarmament and arms

regarding or denigrating almost everything President control, and for relaxation of tensions. We ought to be

Eisenhower said in his first 7.99 years of office, have able to use our economic strength to force the Soviet
seized on and proclaimed as gospel Eisenhower's fare- Union to be more serious about disarmament than
well remarks about the military-industrial complex. they have been. Were we able to persuade them by

Accompanying this argument is an implicit assump- demonstration that they cannot possibly win "the
tion that any disarmament process would be whole- arms race" this might provide the incentive for more
sale, swift, abrupt, and economically catastrophic. The meaningful and productive negotiations than have

fact is that in all the postwar years of negotiating on taken place to date. As Schlesinger says in the same
disarmament we have achieved only a partial test ban speech: '

and a hot line agreement, neither of which directly The only lasting hope for a relaxation of tensions
affects either our budgets or those of the Soviet Union he n lstighoe o a rat o of ensions
one iota. This sobering statistic should, but does not, lies in the establishment of a system of general and,

imprss hos wh se diarmaentas mmientand complete disarmament. One great issue confrontingimpress those who see disarmament as imminent and us today is how we may best negotiate an effectiveopposition to it as based mainly on economic consid- disarmament agreement. Those who object to our
erations. Such studies as have been performed' , 4 tend defense budget evdently assume that, if we were to
to show that adjustments can be made if planned for permit the Soviet Union to achieve a decisive mar-
in plenty of time. gin of military advantage, the Soviet Union would

The Soviet Union, which used to argue that the reward us by suddenly accepting a program of ef-
United States needed heavy militarv expenditures to fective world disarmament.

prevent economic collapse, reversed its position sev- As a historian, I find it hard to understand how

eral years a when it found tht (1) this argument of a squence of international actions
an (2) it a whl the Soviet from the Stalin-Hitler pact of 1939 to the resump-was not true, an oy, while the Soviets uear testing in 1961-anyone can suppose

were simultaneously pressing for disarmament nego- that the Soviet Union is animated by anything but
tiations, made for obvious and embarrassing internal an aggressive conception of its own interests. There
contradictions in policy, is only one way in which we can persuade the Soviet

What also seems to be forgotten in this worry about Union that it must submit to a program of interna-

the economic problem is that we went through a tional arms inspection and control--hat is by per-
much greater problem at the end of World War II, suading the Soviet leaders that we can stay in-the
easily and successfully. In a speech sometime ago, arms race a _log a they can.

Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., said:5  * e points-arewal recognized by Prfessor
e rciVri his Intere sng contribution to the

t usfirst consider the economic argu ts. pamnhlet. But Vickrey's contributilon
From 1945 to 1946, total gvnment purcs sern almost Independent of the other Pontrilbw
of gods and _s vices In the United States declined, tions.
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control" constitute a diverse group of people who
have adopted this notion for varying reasons. For
some, he said, ". .. Arms control reflects the price of

V conscience." ie sw another group: "A second trend!
favoring arms control can be recognized in certain
military and political theorists together with muni-
tions-makers who fouind in the doctrine a method forBEHIND MELMAN heading o the growing public pressures for
ment Th is group finds the dual appeal of ar-ms contro
entrancing: It can be presented, to the public as dis-
armament, yet i'n some views of arms controll require-A BASIS FO R HIS rnents it 'neednot close down a single -major ,iilitary
estabishment or put any obstacle in, the way of the
Pentagon's war gaimes and strategy planning."

The cold inference here-and it is hardly an inferBELIEFS AND ACTIONS ence-is that arms control is a Machiavellian con-
spiraey Ifn order to make the last quoted point of Mebz

ans, one must feel that a subtle job of deception is
being practiced by arms controll ers.

35 ELMAN's bookleti' is important and curious at Another group of people Who are in favor of arms
iP I~J the same time-important for its appeal, curious control, Meman believed, is " . . a group of inen,

f for its omissions; it is important because this many of them in government service, who tried re-
oversimplified, erroneous, of-e'tck collection of peatedly to implement disarmament measures and
prescriptions anduroscriptions seems to have appealed found themselves stymied by the opposition of the
to some responsible, serious members of Congress, and Pentagon and the AEC.. . Wearily, this group has
to other concerned groups of citizens. now decided -it is futile to buck the flitary any long-

Certainly, the most important provocative state- er and has turnred to arms contr o" The last group
merits in, this booklet are in 'the sections written by whom he associated' with the "fathers of the new doe-

Melman. Focusing on "overkill" and on our defense trine" a-re " . . those who fear disarmament because
budget, 'they contain some reflections and assertions 'it would 'leave the United States naked.'... For these
on, out m iitaiy postnre, and presumably, our strategy. men, who 'have no explicit theory of society which
However, as noted earlier, there is nothing in these they are prepared to match against Bolshevik doctrine,
sections about the uses of military power, political ob- the sword is their only shield." I willingly leave ama
jectives, the military threat from-the Soviet Union, teur and mass psychoanalysis to Melman, without
limited war, our alliances, or related topics. Were this further comment.
not curious enough, I find nowhere in this booklet any Melman doubted: that arms control can help to
discussion of difa'rmament or arms control. Neither achieve military stability. He argued that in order to
word seems to appear even once. do so, "it is necessary to agree not only on the numbers

The imp! icit assumption which seems to underlie of weapons in being but to freeze (a) the ability and
Melman's thesis is that we have far too much mil itary (b) the will, to make new ones. The only way to freeze
power (but he doesn't say for what). His only critem the ability to develop new weapons is to disband ma
rion for evaluating a force is that required to destroy jor researchmand-development facilities and to put the
the major Soviet cities and his only-concern is with personnel under appropriate inspection and control.
obtaining the cheapest countercity force. No arms control scheme yet put forward contemplates

The booklet is slim. Perhaps he should have en- any such step." [Em phasis added.]
larged it and included either references to or excerpts But disbanding military research and development

from his previous writings on disarmament and arms is precisely one of the steps which Meiman urges in
control. As one might suspect, his well-publicized his currently proposed budget reductions! (See Ref. I,
views on these subjects are not independent of his pp. 8-4.) Thus the step Melman advocates is a uni-

onclusion o 0n strategy. For that reason let us see lateral step; it is not a negotiated, not an inspected,
what he has said about arms control. step. He would effectively discontinue all military re

Melman's views may be found in several places. His seach and development, and because this is a uni
book, The Peace Race,T contains several chapters in lateral step it really accelerates instability,
Part 1 "Roads to Defeat," entitled "The Impotence of He continues, Il..The only way to freeze or to de-

Military Power, Dangers of War from Failures of stroy the will to make new weapons is to achieve a
People and Machines, Can Military Deterrence Be relaxation of the present fear'ridden mentality en-
Stabilized?" His introduction to No Place to Hide8 sets gendered by distrust, which grips the world. This dis-
forth his views on deterrence and strategy in adequate trust, which is basically a political factor, will not be
detail. But perhaps the most succinct reference to what dispersed by agreements at are designed to regulate,

Melman thinks is in a short paper which appeared n bt not to terminate, the arms race.

The Nation.9  It is superfluous to point out what could be docu-
In that article Melman sees the emergence of the mented in detail: That the United States's proposals,

doctrine of arms control as a competitor to anda sub- debated at length, presented to the Eighteen Nation
stitute for disarmament. Disarmament Conference, discussed on-many college

Melman stated that the "fathers of the idea of arms (Continued on following page)
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THE MYTH OF OVERKIL' CONT..NUED

catmrpuses, at many meetings, do envision massive and In discussing the spread of nuclear weaponsmhe
wholesale reduction in arms, given proper conditions. Nacountry problem-Melman states a preference for

These conditions have not :been- net, and likely will not and underscores the importance of a test-ban agree-
be met by tlie Soviets, and the appearance of an en- ment which would limit the number oaf nuclear powers,
vironment of trust seems to he deferred.' and agaii3 in an egregious misunderstandling and mis-

Mel tian asserts: "Artms control, therefore, will not statement of what arms controllers are and have been
achieve military stability. Military technologies will, for, states that "this inference is not generally made by
continue to be ,developed in 'the customary way with supporters of the arms control doctrfine." This is non-
first one side and then the other seeming to have the sense.
,ad-vant, age." What is he for? 'He states a preference for "Inspected

He questions that arms control will! work, saying: disarmament." But this has been our policy for many
"What exactly will' arms controrl; deter?" Presumably a years! The reasons ,lat we have no inspected disarma'
maior missile attack by one of the great povers upon ment remain clear.
the other, but equadlity in nissiles, for examolej i.e., Melmman concluded this article by crystallizing the,
arms contr ol' [this is his definition] willi not necessari:y distinctions (as he saw them) between those in favor
deter a "first strike," if that promises advantage to of disarmament versuis those in favor of arms contr l.
one side or the other (assuming the will to strike is He said: "For each person in a free society, the choice
there). He continues: "Obviously, the more nearly of where to take one's chances is determined by one's
equal the opposing forces are, the greater role surprise values. If these values include a high regard for hue
and evasive maneuvers can play in the outcome of the man life, a desire to develop man's potential for peace-
conflict. In this sense, arms control might well increase ful ,living, and the wili to extend the boundaries of
rather than decrease the danger of surprise attack." freedom, then the strategy of disarmanient with its
Now the question is, how does this statement jibe with allied political and economic goals is the preferred
his proposed' plan which ignores the factors set forth course, But if one's values place human life at low
alove? worth and include a preference for man's destuctive

In fact, what is le selling? Setting these statements potential, and for athoritarian relations i-n, political
side by side witi those in his booklet leaves one not life, then some variant of conservative miiitary theory,
only confused but also wondering. such as arms control:, is preferable."

Melman's ,1961 article reflects considerable concern It is well to keep these comments in mind When
over the problem of accidents in the precipitation of reading Melman's proposals on allocation of the de-
catastrophe, and then, in a complete misunderstanding fense budget. One of the most revealing of Melman's
of the nature of arms control and the efforts being statements is the last quoted, which attempts to pre-
made (which were talked about well before the date empt universally accepted values for the -disarmers,
of 'his article) to lessen such dangers, Melman asserts and while denying these "good" values to the "arms
,that arms control would not perceptibly lessen this controllers," imputes to them lowly and despicable
danger. values.

As Melman says: 'The pity is that so many of us
Melman's article in The Nation apieared make our choices without awareness of the ends, or

early in 11961. Considering his later works, refer- aw
enced in this paper, the views here quoted are values, that are being served," Well, here we can all
fairly representative of his continuing viewpoints, certainly agree with Melman.A NALYSIS of other's propositions is both necessary

and important, but analysis alone is insufficient
"-1and dissatisfying. Melman's concept of what the

United States is up to is in error. His proposed
V1. posture and structure of our military forces would

increase instability, not stability. Were we to do what
he suggests, the danger we may be in would increase,
nFTER not decrease. Were we to do what he suggests, ourAFTER chances for securing a meaningful disarmament agree-
ment would be greatly reduced. But it is not enoughC T I WH ?to say that Melman is wrong. Analysis is necessa
but synthesis, and a positive p rogam, must follow.

We are not necessarily doing all we can or shouldPOS ITIVE do, nor is everything we are doing perfectly right and
........... VEsufficient. We must have a positive program at all

times, and be working at it. Here are several elementsPROGRAM of such a program:.
...... M. I-MAKE THE WORLD SANE FOR DISARMAMENT.

At the Accra Assembly in Ghana it was appropriate
to suggest that: 10
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the impasse is reali. We found no room for As long as the Soviet Union stands .firm on this
compromise on f!ndamental issues; a useful analogy rock of secrecy, we aren!t going to have any disarma-
,is to consider making a compromise when we come ment. For if they insist on their forn. of secrecy, we
to, a fork in the road. A compromise might well be to aren't going to. *have inspection, we aren't going to
go between the two, roads where there is no road at have any airms control, and if we aren't going to have
all. any arms controil we never are going to have any dis

it seems, there fore, incunibent upon aii, of us. . armament-unliess it's a nonpreferred va;ietv, vieId-
,to prepare, sadly but realistically, for a period of no ing not secuirity, but insecurity.
'mean.ingful disarmament-as the period since World, The 1,'ussians are continuaVl asking us to trust
War 11 has already thbeen. d fhem. To me this situa tion is like having a neighbor
We irust make and keep the world safe for dis- in,.the community who decides to buildi'not the stand-

armament,_ ad' six-foot fence, but a fence about 400' feet high..
As for the ,role of the nongiant powersv;hether This should arouse some suspicion.. And then, when

we call them small, neutral, nonarligned-or what- you hear odd noises going on behind this high fence
ever vord you prefer: Progress for these smraller and strange odors coming out and you see flashes of
powers depends above all upon stability in tlhe light and hear occasional iloud ar gments and: eurses,
worldi meaning no war, no heightened tension. . . in which your name is featured, Iin not saving you

The neutra'l, the small, countries, as wel 'ias citi- have anything definite to go on, but you, should get
zens of the larger powers, can make their voices a clue that maybe sonething unpleasant and poten
effective, and they will be listened to, if5 and only tially dangerous is going on in there. Now, when v you
,if: (1) They have a good ndertstanding of the eal get curious and worried', and drill a small peephole in
problems between the 'big powers, so that these the fence, and 'he attempts to knock your head off for
smaller countries do not go off on !byways- up blind 'this, you are liable to treat his requests for 'trust with
alleys, of on trivial, projects. (2) Their role as inter- some suspicion. The Soviet rock of secrecy must go.
mediaries -is an informed one, which embodies an If this rock isn't removed, I submit that there will be
appreciation of technical problems, Only upon such no progress toward disarmamient, 2
an appreciatioan can good, questions be 'based; only
thus can the discussion be objective, realistic, and Unfortunately, the situation -has changed not at all,
elevated.--

The conceis of the smaller countries will be The single, most succinct, informative, and official ex
respected, they will be listened to, and their role will change on this problin of seec-y, and its 'iarplications
be a historical,, important, and useful one when they for possible disaim ament agreements, is the im portant,
demonstrate: (a) responsibility, (b) accuracy, (c) although almost universally ignored, exchange be4
understanding, and (d) responsiveness. tween John McCloy and Valerian Zorin on the Ameri-

, , ,Let us Work for that stability which Will per- can reservation to the joint statement of principles on,
mit a solution, if found, to be acceptable and ac- disarmament. 12
cepted. I repeat: We must make and keep the world It is time, and in fact, 'long overdue, that we fully
safe for disarmament, inform the American people of the significance of
We must accept the agonizing and all-too-likely s Soviet Unior, and its im,

protracted effort which will be required to reach pications for arms control and disarmaent. Hope
agreement on disarmament, and on building such pl o o m s ctro a dism Ame icpe
world institutions of law and justice as are necessary fully, we might educate some critics of American
complements and components of a disarmed world. defense policy at the same time.

It is time we launch an, unremintting eampaign
These same requirements pertain to internal criti- against secrecy. Not only does secrecy prevent dis-

cism in the United States: -responsibility, accuracy, armament, but it forces the arms race into higher andi

understanding, and responsiveness. Alas, too often, ever-increasing spirals. The United States budget which
these characteristics are absent in domestic discussions. Melman is so ci'itical of is, in part, a direct conse-
The reader may try these criteria on Melman's treat- 'quenee of Soviet secrecy. Further, and much more
ment of our problems. important, secrecy is not as valuable to the Soviets as

they think it is. Secrecy can evaporate without leaving

2-FIGHT SECRECY. a trace, and it is illusory to count on secrecy for
protection. For this reason, counting on secrecy is

Secrecy is the major obstacle standing in the road destabilizing. There are many other technical argu
of progress toward disarmament. -. ments against secrecy, but so long as it is difficult to

The partial test-ban treaty of 1963 has been widely 'have open discussion with the Soviets, and so long
hailed. What is being ignored and forgotten are the as the have very little internal open discussion on

reasons that it is a partial test ban: Soviet obsession these matters, it is difficult to expect them to change
with secrecy and charges of espionage prevented the their opinions on these matters. -

inclusion of underground tests in the treaty. Such tests
would have required inspection on the territory of the
Soviet Union. The inspection would have been strictly 3-HARDER WORK FOR NEXT STEPS IN ARMS
regulated; there would have been perhaps less than CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT.
ten inspections per year, and the area would be strictly
circumscribed. Still the Soviets objected to such in- The United States is the only nation in the world
spection, and termed it "espionage." They still do. which has an agency like the Arms Control and Dis-

This has been the tread that hs run through all armament Agency, whose job it is to work hard and
the disarmament discussions since World War I. Sev- at a high leve! on the problems subsumed in its title.
eral years ago it appeared that: (Continued on following page)
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THE MYH OF OVERKILi -... .CONTINUED

The hopes and the aspirations of the world are tied will' do part of the job called for by this suggestion.
up with. far-reaching general and complete disarina- By all odds, the mightiest blow struck in years
ment. But OCD 'has not been attained, and is not more against science, sanfity, and sense in, the discussion of
likely now than, previously. the problem, of accidents was given by C. P. Snow:,'3:

We should' 'focus more of ou energies on the ira-
portant problem, of first stepsmwhich' might indeed . We know vith the certinty of statistical truth ,
get us moving 'toward the goal w'hich, is too hard to that if enough of these weapons are ,readeby
get to in one jutmp. Dioing something about reducing enough different states-some of them are gointo
the chances of surp'ise attack, taking further measures 'blow up throngh accident, or f[l1ivy or madnessbutto reduce the spread ofnueiear powerst etending the the -motives don't matter. What does matter i theteu te edfue pw ,.dntnature of the statistical fact. For we genuinelytest ban to all environments~certainly these are logi- know the isks. We - ae faed ih an "eitheror,"

cal next steps. These steps aiim, in the right direction, and we haven't much time Either we accept a re-
and are necessary precursors to bigger steps. striction. of nuclear armaments .... That 'is 'the

"either." The "or 'is hot a riski but a certainty, ., .
4-D0E!OiPLE ACeID0 NfS FROM CONSEQUENCE. The nuclear arms race between the USA and the

'USSR not only continues 'but accelerates. OtherBoth, the Soviet Union and the United States have coutries join in. Within, at the 'most, ten years,
large stockpiles 'f atomic weapons and, delivery y-sw se bs are going off. Iast e n , n )t~ f m ' a t s d ' .'b m i ~ .e o b ; ab r so m e o f th e se b o mn h a~ o n .I a m s a y in g th is
terns, and neitlier has used them in combat., There as responsibly at I can. That is the certainty. Oni the
seems to be a general appreciation and understanding one side, therefore, we have a finite risk. On the
of the magnitude of destruction which would result other side, we have a certainty of disaster. Between a
from'nuclear war. The likelihood of deliberate nuiclear risk of a certainty, a sane man does not hesitate.
war in the near 'future seems low. These statements
seem to 'have been transmuted by some critics of Snow infers, but does not state explic itly, that "some
Americafn defense policy into a statement that this of these bombs going off" will result in general, full'-
situation is attomateI, stable, assured, easy, anid enz scale nuclear war. Perhaps it is "obvious" to him, for
dtring. These critics then go on to suggest enormous he -refers to the "certainty of disaster." What Snow
reductions in the forces whose existence helped achieve and. others have failed to realize is that we have gone
this desirable, condition. Realizing that what might be a long time without a single accident and large num-
loosely called "rational" war seems to be out of the bers of nuclear weapons have been in possession of
question, they proceed to turn all their worries to both the Soviet Union and the US for more than ten
accidents, unintended war, and variations thereof. years. This does not mean, of course, that therefore
This concern is certainly legitimate. we will go a similar length of time in the future with-

About fifteen years ago, I started using the phrase out an accident. This statistic does, however, argue
catalytic war to describe a process, an extreme, but against the "inevitability" of an accident over a cor-
not the only, form of which would be country C start responding length of time in the future. If anything, it
ing a war between countries A and B either by malev- suggests that the probability of an accident is extreme-
olence, miscalculation, or other means. Above all, ly low. This, of course, is insufficient.

we must be alert to the possibility of accidents and we It must be our position to see that accidents are
must not react automatically. In the unlikely event of prevented as far as-possib!, but that if they do occur
an, accident, whether or not we respond by getting they do not yield or-lead to automatic inexorable con-
into a big war depends on whether or not we have sequences. We must de-couple accidents and alleged
anticipated and thought about this possibility ahead automatic consequences.'4  It is far too simple to
of time. assert that probabilities are cumulative. In fact, we

Speculation and thought on this problem is not new: are not dealing with coins, but with experience, and:

probabilities are continually modified by experience.
What would' we do if such an event happened,? The likelihood of accidents may be low but, as long

This process dos not lend itself to standard police as there are weapons in the world, we cannot count on
investigative proedures, like taking fingerprints and there being no accidents. What we should count on,
interrogating witnesses. It is not that kind of an and can insist on, is that kind of a pause in the event
affair. Unless we had thought about this possibilit of an 'accident" which would let us determine whether
(which we are now doing) there is some kind of 'it was indeed an accident, or a provocation, or the
chance that we might go-to war. But, because we beginning of a war. This is an important point, made
have thought about this, and because the conse, in a Senate resolution by Senator Humphrey who,
quences of war are even more serious, we would now ...... .... .......
pause and ask the question, "Where did it come stating in detail what the United State is doing to
from, and whose was it?" This suggests an interesting maintain control over its weapons and to reduce the
task, purpose, and value for mutual inspection sys- probability of accidental unauthorized use of weapons,
tems. 2 called upon the Soviet Union to let the world know

what they were doing about these same problems. The
In fact, publicizing these considerations is itself an Soviet Union has not responded.important deterrent to third-part mischief and ad- important too are the consequences of the accident

venturism. problem to the kind of strategy we need. The kind of
The "hot" line between Washington and Moscow strategy that we have and the forces we are building,
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the thinking upon which forces and strategy are based, complete and! sole charge. When the Department of
are clea'rly responsive to this problem. This is what the interior or the Army's Corps of Engineers fail's to
was called for several years ago. c complete a dam. in, the United States, you know ex-

actl'y where blame lies and where to, assign responsi-
There is serious thought about removing Or de- bility. W;hen the Arms Control and Disarmament

sensitizing the retaliatory hair 'trigger, the instant- Agency "failis" to secute an arms-control agreement,
resrponse strategy 'hat we seem. to prefer. One way it is senseless and. erroneous to cornplain to them
,that has been suggested is to slow down the required alone, Some of the frustration and disappointment
response time of our retaliation, 'to back off 'from the should be siphoned off ariddirected toward. the Soviets.
kind of instant response or preemptive strategy that
used to 'be fashionable to convert our strategy into Hope for a more peaceful wold, a'nd more iflpor-

what ' have been calling a metastable strategy. This tant, positive actions, must take off from a secure
concept implies not perfect but relative stability. foundation. Surely it is in order to give some credit
The idea I'm, suggesting is simple. A successful: strat- to the forces that have fulfilled their mission of de-
egy of this type would take us 'from, an unstable situ- terrence. It is no advance toward negotiated disarma-
ation to a relatively stable one. i't would enable us ment, toward, greater stabillity, toward a more peacef ul
to respond in, some measure but Without isltirate world. to enter the door marked "unilateral disarma-
disaster and ultimate commjitment'it would be a rent."
strategic boat that can stand a little rocking without We cat hope boldly, but we had better judge can-
being swamped.,

What are the elements of such a strategy? It seems tiously-END
easier to describe than, to attain. This strategy may __ .
take more money, for example. The elements 'that
would enter into a stabilized deterrent strategy arte R iE F E t E N C E S
those things which involve ensuring that we don't
have to strike first or preempt ("anticipatory retalia- . A Strategy for American Security: An Alternative to the

tion"), building a capability of being quiet while we 1964 Military Budget, Prof. S. Melman, Ed., Columbia Uni-
versity; and the following contributors: T. McCarthy, Basic
Economic Appraisals, Inc.; Prof. 0. Feinstein, Wayne State

respond instantaneously, not having to get our air- University; Prof. E. Lieuwen, University of New Mexico; Prof.
planes and missiles off at once. This strategy might J. E. Ullman, Hofstra College; Prof. W. Vickrey, Columbia
involve, for example, building missile sites that are University; Benjamin Spock, M.D., Western Reserve University;
,hardened, numerous, dispersed, or perhaps mobile published by Lee Service, Inc., N. Y., April 1963. Also con-
-that are able to absorb the first hit. This is ex- densed in The Saturday Review, May 4, 1963.

pensive. 2. Katz, A. H., "Good Disarmament-and Bad," Am FORCE/
Such a strategy would require having adequate SPACE DIGEST, May 1961; also "Some Things to Do anfd Some

mutual inspeetion -adequate information exchange to Think," Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, Vol. 17, No. 4,
with all possible opponents to convince each other April 1901, pp. 139 143.

strike 3. United Nations Consultative Group Study on Economic
that it neither paau s-nor is there occasion to hav and Social Consequences of Disarnament, UN Document

dfirst. I'm assumin we're in an era When we haven't E/3593, United Nations, New York, February 26, 1962.
got perfect disarmament, and that there are still some 4. The Economic and Social Consequences of Disarmament,
things to worry about. In the event of an accident, U. S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency Publication No. 6,
or a third-party attempt to catalyze a war, an ade- .6ashington, D. C., 1962.

quate mutual-inspection system would enable the 5. Schlesinger, A., Jr., in Ant FORCE/SPACE DIGEST, March
Russians to tell us and us to tell the Russians, "Now, 1962, p. 32.
look, that bomb didn't come from us, and we can 6. Documents on Disarmament, 1962, U. S. Arms Control
prove it. It came from somewhere else. Don't start and Disarmament Agency Publication No. 19, November 1963,
a war. pp. 228229.

7. Melman, S., The Peace Race, Ballantine Books, New

This list of "things to do" is not meant to be com- York, 1961.
Th inlsive. " thig ors l en blos of o- 8. No Place to Hide, S. Melman, Ed., Grove Press, 1962.

pete, nor ili t9. Melman, S., "The Arms Control Doctrine," The Nation,
rant activity--ur activ-ties in support of the UN -and Februar 11, 1961, pp. 114-1t6.
specialized agencies, medical, food problems, prob- 10. Katz, A. H., "Make the World Safe for Disarmament,"

lems of world trade. etc., etc. An equal st of domestic War/Peace Report, September 1962.

Sa11. Katz, A. H., "The Stumbling Block of Soviet Secrecy,"problems can and should be compiled and acted on. War/peace Report, October 1962.
Despite Melman's stating it, it is not true that people 12. Letter from Presidential Adviser McC!oy to Deputyinterested in defense problems and in maintaining our Foreig Minister Zorin: Vefication o Retained Forces -and

security by military means are not interested or active Armaments, September 20, 1961; United Nations Document
in enhancing security by other methods or are in- A/4880, September 20, 1961, and letter from Zorin to McCloy,

different to and uninterested in domestic and human September 20, 1961, United Nations Document A/4887, Sp-
pro.lms.. Milit.ry.securityis.only.o.e.fa tember 25, 1961. These letters are reprinted in Documents on
problems. Mlitary security is only one facet of the Disarmament, 1961, U. S. Arms Control and Disarmament
problems we face. Agency Publication No. 5, Washington, D. C., August 1962,

It was once appropriate to argue that "what is wrong pp. 442-414, anti also reprinted in War/Peace Report, October
with deterrence as we have come to talk about it is not 1062, pp. 94To.

13. Snow, C. P., "Address to the AAAS," New York Times,deterrence itself, but an overwelming preocupation Deebr0 ,190
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